The focus of this special issue is on solving methodological problems in clinical research. My friends and colleagues who conduct research that is not clinical tell me that they often confront difficult methodological problems. As someone who conducts clinical research, I feel that it presents the most challenging problems. Of course, we all see the world from our own perspectives; I learned in my research many years ago that the definition of "minor surgery" is "surgery someone else is having." This led to my selecting the topic of solving methodological problems in clinical research for this issue of the Western Journal of Nursing Research because I have learned that the most difficult and complex research methodological problems are those you yourself are facing. In addition, I do believe it is especially important for nurses to address problems in clinical research because clinical research has the most direct effect on clinical practice, and improving clinical practice is at the heart of why nurses conduct research. The articles in this issue address topics that will help design research that will better apply to important clinical problems, and each article contains important lessons.
Palmer's article (pp. 390-405) reconceptualizes the problems in urinary incontinence research and advocates for a focus on health promotion.
Coward's article (pp. 406-421) describes some important issues in the use of random assignment in studies of nursing interventions and describes an alternative along with its strong and weak points. A second piece dealing with interventions in research is Johnson, Odendaal, and Meadows's article (pp. 422-440) , which illuminates the complexities of using animal-assisted interventions and discusses potential ways to overcome the problems. I especially appreciated their comment that "extensive attention to details" is necessary in any well-designed research.
Dzurec's article (pp. 441-453) highlights the importance of including information about informants' experiences with relationships when studying symptoms that do not clearly have a physiologic etiology.
Finally, Cohen, Kahn, and Steeves (pp. 454-470) examined the issue of utility of research in practice by analyzing the implications qualitative oncology researchers attributed to their findings in research published in the past 5 years.
No project is ever completed without the assistance and talent of many others. This issue is no exception. Kathleen Knafl, in addition to writing commentaries on the articles in this issue, also reviewed all of them. Her insights and advice as this project unfolded were invaluable and made the project better and more fun for me. I knew that would be so because I have been fortunate enough to have worked with her on other projects. I also reviewed all articles in the issue, with the perhaps obvious exception of the piece I coauthored with David Kahn and Rick Steeves. One other reviewer (two others, in the case of my coauthored article) also reviewed all the contributions. I appreciate and thank all of the reviewers for their prompt, careful, and useful reviews. These reviewers were Ivo Abraham, Kathleen (Kitty) Buckwalter, Marianne Chulay, Laura Clark-Steffen, Molly (Mickey) Dougherty, Jacqueline Flaskerud, Margaret H. Kearney, Ruth McCorkle, Jan Morse, Marilyn Rantz, Souraya Sidani, and Janette Taylor.
Finally, I thank Pamela Brink for providing me with the opportunity to shape this issue of the journal and for advising me as questions and concerns arose. I hope these articles will be a useful resource to you as you face the inevitable methodological problems in your research.
